Introduction
The two empirical chapters to conclude this book will move closer to what may be at the heart of the matter. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 concerned explicit textual occurrences and addressed them at their numerical face value. Though Chapters 5 and 6 offered some interpretative analysis concerning the implications of utterances, it was still explicit textual occurrences that were addressed. The current as well as the following chapter, in turn, will take an exclusively interpretative orientation to the analysis of narratives and arguments the editorials of conservative and liberal newspapers utilized to account for the armed conflict of Gaza. That is, this chapter will aim to understand political-moral perspectives.
As we will see, the concepts investigated previously will reappear in this examination. We will thus encounter death, rockets, war crimes, the Israeli occupation, white phosphorous and the likes again. Similarly, we will encounter the activity of criticism. And, who knows, we may even encounter antisemitism. Yet, in distinction from previous chapters, they will make their appearance couched in arguments and narratives. As we shall see, the primacy of the perspectives newspapers offered in tackling dilemmas of the armed conflict will not only be built of the concepts encountered in previous chapters. Rather, it is as much from the light of these perspectives that these supposed 'building blocks' (i.e., fatalities, events, occupation) will ultimately acquire their meaning. As such, this analysis will have the potential to subvert findings of the quantitative analysis on facts and on historical events.
The ultimate result of any war is death. And the ultimate question therefore is whether death could have been evaded or at least minimized. What the newspapers' political-moral perspectives will therefore be concerned with are the two enormous dilemmas of war: ius ad bellum (law to war) and ius in bello (law in war). As such, the newspapers' perspectives here will address the questions hitherto ignored by this report: they will be concerned with the ultimate issues of rights and wrongs when humans die.
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The right to launch the war
War carries with itself a number of political, moral and legal dilemmas that ultimately decide the meaning and interpretation of the war. The foremost question pertains to whether war was a right choice to answer a situation, whether its launching can be justified. What was it that brought war into being? This can be casus belli (cause of war) as traditionally understood; that is, the act or sequence of acts that is directly responsible for the war. Equally, however, causes of the war may be understood in a broader sense, pertaining to a variety of factors that contribute to the outbreak of war, without necessarily directly, in themselves, causing it.
In the conservative newspapers' account of the armed conflict, a clear casus belli was detectable, suggesting a direct link between certain actions and the fact that war eventually had broken out.
Extract 7.1 The first reaction of most commentators was that the air attacks on Gaza were unnecessarily savage. The deaths of nearly 300 Palestinians, including civilians, seems disproportionate to the small number of Israelis killed by rocket attacks. Hamas was not expecting retribution on this scale, but we can be sure that it will extract the maximum possible propaganda advantage from the slaughter. Israel's enemies in the liberal West are already pinning the blame squarely on 'Zionists'. So are most Muslims.
But, before we jump to conclusions, we should pay close attention to the response of Mahmoud Abbas, chairman of the Palestinian National Authority. He blamed Hamas for triggering the Israeli raids by not extending its truce. His Fatah party is engaged in a vicious feud with Hamas, so this is perhaps what one would expect him to say. But he is right, none the less. Hamas did engineer this crisis,
